Regional systems of human rights are part of a complex protective system that also includes national and global instruments. One of the important advantages of regional systems in comparison with global protection instruments of human rights lies in the lower difficulty of those systems in establishing consensus on these rights. Undeniably, the Inter-American and European systems are the most structured and developed and are specific object of analysis in this paper. After a reflection on the construction of the International Law of Human Rights and the Inter-American Human Rights System, this paper presents the empirical research data of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights from 2006 to 2012. Subsequently, performs a comparison with the judgments made by the European Court of Human Rights in the 2009-2015 period. It is important to register that this article uses, besides specialized literature, a strong comparative approach between American and European Human Rights Systems and, especially, techniques of empirical legal studies with a large number (Large-N) of data. The hypothesis to be tested in this text is that American and European Systems has many peculiarities because of the cultural, legal, and historical circumstances, but a comparative study of those systems is important to understand some common problems and to analyze different ways to deal with the protection of human rights. As will be showed in this paper, the hypothesis is true because, for example, the number of processes is very diverse, but both systems have strong problems in correctly enforcing their decisions. 
INTRODUCTION
At the present time, when it comes to protecting human rights, it is imperative to add the facet of international law to the constitutional-state aspect.
The contemporary conception of human rights, along with the process of intensification of constitutional protection, is marked by the international protection of human person, a recent phenomenon that dates from the post-World War II. It was the atrocities, in the context of the worldwide conflict, which led to the need, alongside the national systems, for an international willingness to protection and the emergence of the so-called international human rights law.
The protection of human rights has become a topic of international interest, not only in the domestic sphere, bearing in mind the consequences and scope that it can produce. This is the context that provides the foundation for the consolidation of an international legal system of human rights protection (along with and also in limitation 1 of constitutional-state orders) that connects to international obligations due to the respect, protection and realization of human rights along with (and Revista da Faculdade de Direito -UFPR, Curitiba, vol. 61, n. 3, set./dez. 2016, p. 67 -89 also in limitation 2 of) constitutional-state orders to international obligations due to the respect, protection and realization of human rights 3 .
The international legal system of human rights is thus emerged. The first step was the creation of the United Nations which opened, at international level, a new stage with the structure represented by their organizations and specialized agencies, based on broad reach treaties on the matter.
In this context, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights opens a new paradigm -practical and theoretical -of human rights 4 . Not without criticism, the Declaration aimed at establishing a new international order based on the respect for human dignity through basic universal values 5, 6 .
Thus, motivated by the Declaration's legacy, and with the intention of giving greater institutionality to the subject, alongside the global system under the leadership of the UN, emerge three institutionalized regional human rights systems in European, inter-American and African regions, in addition to the incipient Arab and Asian systems.
It is emerged a "new public order" 7 , whose function is to develop a "legal policy" 8 with repercussions both on the internal legal order and on the international legal order.
The regional systems have the advantage of an easier consensus, given a smaller number of states, and a smaller cultural disparity. Moreover, today, the regional systems have competent jurisdiction on human rights subjects, especially with highlights to American and European experiences.
Each regional protection system develops according to its conditions and peculiarities, but, 2 Flávia Piovesan says, "it was emerged the certainty that the protection of human rights should not be reduced to a reserved State area, as it reveals a legitimate issue of international interest. In this light, the violation of human rights cannot be conceived as a State's domestic issue, but as an international relevant problem, as a legitimate concern of the international community." (PIOVESAN, Flávia. Direitos humanos e o direito constitucional internacional. 13. ed. São Paulo: Saraiva, 2012. p. 185 The focus is to understand the new space that opens to the constitutional law on the new framework of Public Law in the XXI century, marked by dialogue between the different protection (global-regional-local) systems and the impact of international human rights law in national constitutional systems. The protection of human rights -and as a consequence the consolidation of democracy and the rule of law -emerges as a common language pointing to rethink the structures and the space of constitutional law and the adaptation of international law in order to promote transit of legal institutions and categories of a legal system to another. All this on behalf of more protection for groups and individuals.
Dialogues and perspectives on protection systems should take into account the premise of Inter-American Court of Human Rights in section 2 and conclusion in the final section.
THE INTER-AMERICAN HUMAN RIGHTS SYSTEM
The American system is quite peculiar because it rests on a dual basis: on the one hand, it is based on the American Convention on Human Rights, so-called Pact of San José, Costa Rica, which has been in force since 1978; on the other hand, the Charter of the Organization of American States which was adopted in 1948. The duality has persisted to the present day especially considering that there is substantial divergence in the signatory countries of these two regional documents of international law.
All members of the Organization of American States 11, 12 are subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission which consists of seven experts; it has jurisdiction accessible to all individuals and non-governmental bodies in member countries 13 . Today, it is the main drive body of the Inter- The Commission on Human Rights, in this context, has as its primary aim to promote the protection of human rights in the Americas. For the pursuit of its goal, the Committees' main functions are to: receive petitions from individual complaints, make reports on the situation of human rights in member states, and propose measures to strengthen human rights in the region.
All member countries of the OAS are submitted to the system of human rights protection as Created (in 1959) by a resolution (rather than a treaty), the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights had originally a mandate limited to the promotion of human rights and enjoyed a sui generis position within the inter-American system. Soon it endeavored to enlarge its own competence, as an organ of in loco investigation of situations of human rights and of examination of communications of alleges violations of human rights. Its enlarged attributions and powers were also to comprise the reporting system (reports of distinct kinds, such as session and annual reports, and reports on specific countries In relation to the Court structure clarifies Flávia Piovesan: "In regard to the Inter-American
Court, the court of regional system, it is composed of seven national member states judges of the OAS, elected by indication of each States Parties of the Convention" 17 .
As in the European model, the Inter-American Court has dual expertise: contentious -as an extension of analyzing petitions already initiated by the Commission -and consultative, the latter much more developed than in the old continent, which shows the peculiarity of regional systems.
About the Court's activities, explains Cançado Trindade:
For the exercise of the Court's contentious jurisdiction, a declaration of acceptance is required from States Parties to the American Convention. In its turn, the advisory jurisdiction is particularly wide, given that all OAS member States and all organs mentioned in the chapter X of the OAS Charter can request advisory opinions from the Court on distinct topics (e.g., interpretation of the American Convention or of other treaties relating to the protection of human rights in the American States with the American Convention or other human rights treaties). The Court has also been developing, in recent years, a remarkable practice on provisional or interim measures of protection 18 .
Out of the 23 States Parties, only Grenada and Jamaica do not recognize the national character (litigation) of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights.
The Inter-American system rests mainly on the American Convention on Human Rights, the 
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On the one hand, it is undeniable that the Inter-American System of Human Rights was inspired by the European Human Rights System, but there are structural and political peculiarities, in both models, which make considerable differences 21 .
SOME COMPARISONS AND RELATIONS BETWEEN THE EUROPEAN COURT AND INTER-AMERICAN COURT OF HUMAN RIGHTS
Firstly, there has been a higher amount of demands presented to the European Human Rights compared to the Inter-American System for several reasons.
Beside the UN system, European regional system of protection of human rights is one of the most structured and old. Just as it was with the overall structure emerges as a means of counterpoint humanitarian violations committed during the Second World War. Since the Convention was signed in 1950, membership of the Council of Europe has quadrupled and there has been a corresponding increase in the number of parties to the Convention. This expansion, and in particular the general acceptance of the right of individual application under article 25, generated an ever increasing work load for the Strasbourg institutions. Contributing factors were the dynamic approach of the Commission and the Court to the interpretation of the Convention, which along with the conclusion of new protocols, widened its protection, and the dissemination of knowledge about the Convention, which has encouraged more and more people to explore its possibilities. The developments are, of course, an indication of the Convention's success. But they have also put its institutional machinery under increasing strain and raised the question of how it can be adapted to cope with the new situation. […] has been ratified by 47 countries and exercises jurisdiction over 880 million people. The Optional
The European Court of Human Rights is provided for in
Protocol. 11 (P-11), which entered into force in 1998, abolished the European Commission on Human
Rights and allowed the presentation of individual complaints directly to the European Court of
Human Rights by victims. 
Finding no violation 9%
Friendly settlements / striking-out 1%
Other judgments 5% [Accessed Apr. 3, 2016] . Database organized by the research group (DIRPOL/PPGD/UFPR).
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Yet, the issues faced by American Human Rights Courts and European diverge substantially.
The American system has been addressing basic questions of human and fundamental rights, through judgment of several lawsuits that deal with four major categories, according to the systematization of notable doctrine: 1. violations that still reflect the legacy of the dictatorial regime and challenges on the strengthening of institutions and of the rule of law; 2. issues relating to transitional justice; 3. rights violations of vulnerable groups and, finally, 4. indirect litigation of social rights.
The first category refers to the common challenge of strengthening institutions and the consolidation of the rule of law that the region countries still face with the most basic and barbarous violations of rights committed by state agents, imposing limitations on it. A noteworthy example is the leading case Velasquez Rodriguez versus Honduras concerning the enforced disappearance in
1989.
The second group deals with the issue of transitional justice. The new democracies raise the issue in the Latin American region, focused mainly on the fight against impunity, the amnesty laws, and the right to truth. Moreover, from Barrios Altos versus Peru precedent, it has become important, in our reality, the case Gomes Lund and others versus Brazil, in which the Inter-American Court condemned Brazil due to the disappearance of Araguaia guerrilla activists during military operations that took place in the 70's. In the latter category, protection of social rights, it is important to reiterate the American Convention on Human Rights' limitations on this category of rights, covering only their progressive implementation of social rights (Article 26) on one side, and on the other side, the San Salvador
Protocol, that provides only the rights to education and freedom association as protectable by the system of individual petitions (Article 19, paragraph 6). In any case, in the light of a dynamic and evolutionary interpretation, including the American Convention as a living instrument, the Court has been meeting these demands. Therefore, one highlights the case of Villagran Morales versus Guatemala, in which the Court stated that the right to life cannot be conceived restrictively.
On the other hand, the European Court of Human Rights deals more frequently with issues related to civil and criminal procedural safeguards, civil rights and privacy, and some social rights such as education, as shown in the table below. [Accessed Sep. 15, 2015] . Database organized by the research group (DIRPOL/PPGD/UFPR). The doctrine of Flávia Piovesan analyzes the difference of contents faced by the two systems:
Under the inspiration of the individualist liberal ideology, the European Court has safeguarded the value of freedom and its projection in the sphere of private and family life, privacy, intimacy, affirming the right of any individual to develop his personality. It has faced the oppression and excessive use of authority, under the view of the reduced margin of State intervention in the field of freedoms. Based on the principle of proportionality, it has invalidated abusive state interference, which cannot be justified in a democratic society. By protecting, indirectly, social rights, it has hold that the right to privacy requires not only state the negative obligations but also positive benefits, condemning the State omission when it affronts the right to privacy -for example, due to environmental degradation caused by the company. Respect for private life -to demand negative and positive measures of statesupported in individualistic liberal ideas, make up the logic and of principles to move the European Court and its case-law regarding the protection of the right to free sexual orientation, social rights and the protection of civil liberties in the fight against terrorism. In a different context -marked by the will of authoritarian regimes and for serious and systematic violations of human rights -the Inter-American Court has ensured the protection of the right to cultural identity of vulnerable populations, requiring specific action by a dynamic and evolutionary interpretation of the American Convention conceived as a "living instrument" (such as the European Court in cases involving the protection of the right to free sexual orientation); it has dared the protection of social rights, through a broad interpretation of the right to life (endorsing the right to decent life), the necessary progressiveness of these rights, as well as through its indirect protection via civil rights; and has faced the will of state power, denouncing the "state terrorism" and affirming the primacy of law over force 24 .
24 PIOVESAN, Flávia. and 2013, out of all precedents mentioned above, 21% of indicated Court's decisions were judged by the European Court of Human Rights, taking into account the precedents of the Inter-American Court.
CONCLUSION
The comparative study shows the importance of affiliate the experiences of each of the systems to advance together in earnings and enhance the peculiarities and to strengthen the international protection of human rights. On this necessary constitutional/international changes in today's world, teach Garapon and Allard: "Trade between the judges will intensify, as shown by the examples presented impelled by democratic sentiment or common civilizational by certain silences of positive law, the needs of the courts" 25 .
This short comparative study between Inter-American and European systems appoints tree major conclusions. First, Inter-American has been involving with basic questions of human and fundamental rights about 1. violations that still reflect the legacy of the dictatorial regime and Finally, the Two Courts face dilemmas concerned with compliance in their decisions.
European System gives too much discretion to national authorities to observe its decisions and InterAmerican Court does not.
As a result of this diagnosis emerges the need for dialogue between the systems. Increasingly, with the integration of the East, the European Court approached the American model and problems (prisons, arbitrary use of force, due process problems, among others) and, including new demands for recognition on the agenda (same-sex marriage, for example), the Inter-American Court becomes more European. From that arises the necessity to communicate with each other, recognizing best practices and avoiding past errors, all in the light of local context.
